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Status 
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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)[X] This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §J03 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1,4,6,9-1 1,13,15,18,21,23,26-28,30,32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Goto et al. (JP 2002-082734) in view of Narayanaswami (US Patent 
6,720,860 Bl). 

As to claim 1, Goto et al teaches a method of deactivating a touch screen lock in a 
portable electronic device comprising a touch screen and means for locking the touch screen 
(drawing 7, item 153) the method comprising: 

detecting touches on predetermined contact area on the touch screen during touch screen 
lock (drawing 7, item 153, SOLUTION); and 

deactivating the touch screen lock once said touch on the predetermined contact area are 
detected (drawing 7, item 153, SOLUTION). 

Goto et al does not disclose touches on predetermined contact areas in given order. 

Narayanaswami teaches touches on predetermined contact areas in given order (See Figs. 
6a-6b, Col. 10, Lines 13-52). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate teaching of Narayanaswami into Goto et al. system in order to provide a further 
password protect element (See Col. 10, Lines 13-16 in the Narayanaswami reference). 
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As to claim 18, Smith teaches a portable electronic device comprising a touch screen and 
means for locking the touch screen (drawing 7, item 153) the method comprising: 

detecting touches on predetermined contact area on the touch screen during touch screen lock 
(drawing 7, item 153, SOLUTION); and 

deactivating the touch screen lock once said touch on the predetermined 
contact areas are detected (drawing 7, item 153, SOLUTION). 

Goto et al. does not disclose touches on predetermined contact areas in given order. 
Narayanaswami teaches touches on predetermined contact areas in given order (See Figs. 
6a-6b, Col. 10, Lines 13-52). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate teaching of Narayanaswami into Goto et al. system in order to provide a further 
password protect element (See Col. 10, Lines 13-16 in the Narayanaswami reference). 

As to claims 4,21 Goto et al. teaches detecting a touch on a predetermined reset area (in 
the reference a predetermined reset area is equivalent to the lock touch icon) on the touch 
screen during touch screen lock, and entering touch screen lock deactivation state based on the 
touch on the reset area (drawing 7, item 153, SOLUTION). 

As to claims 6,23, Narayanaswami teaches exiting the touch screen lock deactivation 
state when no touch on the contact area on the touch screen is detected within a predetermined 
period of time (See Figs. 6a-6b, Col. 10, Lines 13-52). 

As to claims 9,13,26,30 Narayanaswami teaches detecting a touch on the predetermined 
contact areas of the touch screen when the touch on the contact area continues for a 
predetermined period of time (See Figs. 6a-6b, Col. 10, Lines 13-52). 
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As to claims 10-1 1,27-28 Goto et al. teaches entering the device lock state when the 
touch on the contact areas (drawing 7, item 153, SOLUTION) and Narayanaswami a non- 
predetermined manner a predetermined number of times in succession (See Figs. 6a-6b, Col. 10, 
Lines 13-52). 

As to claims 15,32 Narayanaswami teaches displaying one or more predetermined 
background images, animations or multimedia presentations on the touch screen during touch 
screen lock in order to facilitate remembering the predetermined contact areas (See Figs. 6a-6b, 
Col. 10, Lines 13-52). 

2. Claims 2-3,19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goto et 
al., Narayanaswami in view of Hirayama et al. (US Patent No. 5,406,307). 

As to claims 2,19 Goto et al., Narayanaswami do not disclose reducing the size of the 
predetermined contact areas when a touch on a predetermined contact area fails. 

Hirayama et al. teaches reducing the size of the predetermined contact areas when 
coordinate shifted by a large amount (See Fig. 4B, items ST4,ST6, Col. 6, Lines 37-63). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate teaching of Hirayama et al. into Goto et al, Narayanaswami system in order to 
activate or deactivate a designated function (See Col. 1, Line 54 in the Hirayma et al. reference). 

As to claims 3,20, it generally considered to be within the ordinary skill in the art to 
adjust, vary, select or optimize the numerical parameters or values of any system absent of 
showing criticality of in a particular recited value. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to reduce the size of predetermined contact area 
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by at least 25 percent. Such a limitation would have been considered as obvious variation on the 
matter of selected reduction which fails patentably distinguish over the prior art of Hirayama et 
al: and Smith. In re Rose, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955). 

3. Claims 5,12,22,29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goto et 
al., Narayanaswami in view of Suzuki (US Patent 6,862,687 Bl). 

As to claims 5,22 Goto et al., Narayanaswami do not disclose exiting the touch screen 
lock deactivation state when the touch on the predetermined contact area fails. 

Suzuki teaches exiting the touch screen lock deactivation state when the touch on the 
predetermined contact area fails (See Fig. 2, items S28,S30, Col. 4, Lines 57-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate teaching of Suzuki into Goto et aL, Narayanaswami system in order to prevent 
information being accessed by unauthorized persons (See Col. 1, Lines 16-19 in the Suzuki 
reference). 

As to claims 12,29 Goto et al., Narayanaswami do not disclose signal is sound. 

Suzuki teaches generating an alarm (See Fig. 2, item S30, Col. 4, Lines 57-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate teaching of Suzuki into Goto et al., Narayanaswami system in order to prevent 
information being accessed by unauthorized persons (See Col. 1, Lines 16-19 in the Suzuki 
reference). 



Allowable Subject Matter 
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4. Claims 7-8,14,16-17, 24-25,31,33-34 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Relative to claims 7,24 the major difference between the teaching of the prior art of 
record (Goto et al., Narayanaswami) and the instant invention is detecting a touch on the reset 
area after a touch on the predetermined contact areas , 

Claims 8,25 depend on claims 8,24. 

Relative to claims 14,31 the major difference between the teaching of the prior art of 
record (Goto et al., Narayanaswami) and the instant invention is playing a predetermined sound 
during the touch screen lock to facilitate remembering the predetermined timeslots . 

Relative to claims 16,33 the major difference between the teaching of the prior art of 
record (Goto et al., Narayanaswami) and the instant invention specifying, in user profiles, the 
contact areas based on whose touching the touch screen lock is deactivated. 

Claims 17,34 depend on claims 16,33, 

Telephone Inquire 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leonid Shapiro whose telephone number is 571-272-7683. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Hjerpe can be reached on 571-272-7691. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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